arXiv:1504.07545v2 [cs.GT] 10 Jan 2017

Matroids are Immune to Braess Paradox

Satoru Fujishige^∗ Michel X. Goemans^† Tobias Harks^‡ Britta Peis^§ Rico Zenklusen^¶

January 2, 2019

Abstract

The famous Braess paradox describes the counter-intuitive phenomenon in which, in certain settings, the increase of resources, like building a new road within a congested network, may in fact lead to larger costs for the players in an equilibrium. In this paper, we consider general nonatomic congestion games and give a characterization of the combinatorial property of strategy spaces for which the Braess paradox does not occur. In short, matroid bases are precisely the required structure. We prove this characterization by two novel sensitivity results for convex separable optimization problems over polymatroid base polyhedra which may be of independent interest.

1 Introduction.

In a congestion game (as introduced by Rosenthal [42, 43]) there is a finite set of players that compete over a finite set of resources. A pure strategy of a player consists of a subset of resources, and the congestion cost of a resource depends only on the number of players choosing the same resource.

Nonatomic congestion games model the interaction of a large number of players with the property that the strategy choice of each player has only a negligible effect on the others. In these kinds of model, it is usually assumed that there is a continuum of players partitioned into populations and the strategy space available to a player of a population comprises a population-specific set of allowable subsets of resources. A pure Nash equilibrium of a nonatomic congestion game is a strategy distribution from which no player can unilaterally select a different subset of resources with strictly lower cost. Here, the cost of a subset is simply defined as the sum of the resource costs. Nonatomic congestion games have a wide range

∗Research Institute for Mathematical Sciences, Kyoto University, Kyoto 606-8502, Japan. E-mail:

fujishig@kurims.kyoto-u.ac.jp. The present work is supported by JSPS Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Re-

search (B) 25280004.

†Department of Mathematics, MIT, Cambridge, MA 02139, USA. E-mail: goemans@math.mit.edu. ‡Institute of Mathematics, University of Augsburg, 86135 Augsburg, Germany. Email:

tobias.harks@math.uni-augsburg.de.

§School of Business and Economics, RWTH Aachen University, 52072 Aachen, Germany. Email:

peis@oms.rwth-aachen.de.

¶Department of Mathematics, ETH Zurich, Zurich, Switzerland, and Department of Applied Mathematics and Statistics, Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, USA. Email: ricoz@math.ethz.ch.

of applications, for example, they are used to model habitat selection in biology (cf. Milchtaich [33]), queueing systems (cf. Korilis et al. [31]) and packet routing in telecommunications (cf. Qiu et al. [40]). Perhaps the most famous example of a nonatomic congestion game appears in the traffic model of Wardrop where the resources form a (directed) graph and a population corresponds to a continuum of players that want to travel from an origin to some destination in the graph. In this case, the set of allowable subsets corresponds to the set of origin-destination paths and the costs represent travel times. In a Wardrop equilibrium (cf. Wardrop [55]) each player selects a path of minimum cost. The existence of Wardrop equilibria and their characterization via pure Nash equilibria of an associated non-cooperative game (assuming continuity of cost functions) has been established since the early 50’s, see Beckmann et al. [4]. In [4], the authors show that a strategy distribution is a Wardrop equilibrium if and only if it is a global minimum of an associated separable convex function known as the Beckmann potential. This characterization further implies that for continuous and nondecreasing cost functions, any Wardrop equilibrium has the same cost on every resource (cf. [16] and Remark 2.6).

1.1 Braess Paradox.

In this paper we will study a well-known phenomenon originally discovered in the context of the Wardrop routing model: Dietrich Braess, a German mathematician, published in 1968 a paper [7] (see also the paper [8]) in which he showed that adding a new arc to a transportation network might actually degrade the performance of the resulting Wardrop equilibrium. Here the performance is measured in terms of the total travel time experienced by players in a Wardrop equilibrium. Let us briefly recall an example of the Braess paradox. As depicted in Fig. 1, there is a single-source single-destination network and we want to send one unit of flow from s to t. On the arcs, we indicate the travel cost per unit as a function of the congestion; in particular, 1 means that the travel cost per unit is one independent of the congestion, and x signifies that the travel cost per unit is equal to the congestion of the arc. In the left network, the unique Wardrop flow sends evenly one-half units along the upper and lower path, respectively. This flow is also optimal having total cost of 3/2. Suppose that a new fast road is built (latency function is reduced from ∞ to 0) connecting the two nodes in the middle, as shown in the right-hand-side figure. The new (unique) Wardrop equilibrium sends its flow entirely along the zig-zag path having a total cost of 2 and each player perceives a strictly larger path latency of 2. This example shows the paradoxical situation that a network infrastructure improvement may actually hurt the resulting travel times of the new Wardrop equilibrium._s

x1∞

t

1x

s

x10

t

1x

Figure 1: Example of the Braess paradox.

Let us now consider another type of Braess paradox that may arise via demand reductions. 2

s_1, s_2t_2, s_3

x

t_1, t_3

2c(x) x c(x) MM + 1 1 Figure 2: Example of Braess paradox where a demand reduction hurts the equilibrium cost.

Note that demand reductions frequently occur in practice, e.g., if commuters switch to the public transport system in case a new railway, tram or underground line has been built.

Consider the example in Fig. 2. There are three populations N = {1, 2, 3} that want to travel from s_i to t_i, for i = 1, 2, 3. In the original instance the demands are d_1 = 1, d_2 = 2 and d_3 = M. The cost function c(x) is defined by c(x) = 0 for 0 ≤ x ≤ M and c(x) = x − M for M ≤ x. The resulting unique Wardrop equilibrium x^∗ routes the flow of population 1 along the direct edge (s_1, t_1). Thus, the total cost of x^∗ can be calculated as C(x^∗) = 1·2+2·2+M ·0 = 6. Suppose we decrease the demand of population 2 from 2 to d_2 = 0. In the new (unique) Wardrop equilibrium x̄, the flow of population 1 will be sent entirely on the path (s_1, t_2, t_1) with a total cost of C(x̄) = M + 2. It follows that for M > 4, the reduction of demand may actually hurt the total cost.

1.2 Our Results and Techniques.

We study nonatomic congestion games and investigate the Braess paradox for arbitrary set systems and for both cost reductions and demand reductions as explained in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2. Note that there are interesting combinatorial structures of the allowable subsets beyond paths in a graph: tours (as in the traveling salesman problem), spanning trees, or Steiner trees (that frequently occur in telecommunication networks).

We differentiate between a weak and a strong form of the Braess paradox. Weak Braess paradox occurs, if for the new equilibrium (after cost and/or demand reductions), there exists a resource with strictly increased cost. For the strong Braess paradox, there must exist a player with strictly increased private cost. Note that the strong Braess paradox implies the weak, and, immunity to the weak Braess paradox implies immunity to the strong Braess paradox (but neither statement holds vice versa in general).

Weak Braess Paradox. Our first goal is to characterize the set of allowable subsets of players so that there will be no weak Braess paradox, no matter what kind of continuous and nondecreasing cost functions are associated with the resources. An informal description of our main result is:

A family of set systems is immune to the weak Braess paradox if and only if for every set system of the family, the corresponding clutter (i.e., the set system containing only the inclusion-wise minimal sets) consists of bases of a population-specific matroid defined on the ground set of resources.

We note that matroids have a rich combinatorial structure and include, for instance, the class of games, where each player wants to allocate a spanning tree in a graph.

Technically, our first characterization rests on two new results on the sensitivity of optimal solutions minimizing a continuous, differentiable, nondecreasing and convex separable function (i.e., the Beckman potential) over a polymatroid base polytope. We show (cf. Lemma 3.2) that if cost functions are shifted downwards, the new global minimum has the property that cost values evaluated at a new optimal solution only decrease. The second sensitivity result considers demand reductions which, as we will argue, can be interpreted in terms of a decomposition of a polymatroid. More precisely, for the second sensitivity result (cf. Lemma 3.3) we consider a specific polymatroid base polytope that can be decomposed as a Minkowski sum of a finite number of polymatroid base polytopes. We show that by removing one polymatroid base polytope, any new optimal solution of the Beckmann potential has also decreased cost values. The connection of these two results to the Braess paradox is drawn by observing that for games with matroid structure, the problem of computing a Wardrop equilibrium can be reduced to finding a global minimum of the Beckmann potential over a sum of populationspecific polymatroid base polytopes. For this we use the fact that the rank function of a matroid is a submodular function. The two sensitivity results, thus, imply that for matroid set systems there will be no weak Braess paradox no matter what kind of cost and/or demands reductions occur. We prove the “only if” direction via exploiting the edge-vector characterization of base polytopes due to Tomizawa (see [22, Theorem 17.1]).

Strong Braess Paradox. Our second result gives a characterization of the occurrence of the strong Braess paradox. For this characterization we require that there is no a priori description on how the individual strategy spaces of populations interweave.^1 We say that a set system is universally immune to the strong Braess paradox, if it is immune to the strong Braess paradox no matter how the strategy spaces of populations interweave. We then obtain:

A family of non-empty set systems containing at least two set systems is universally immune to the strong Braess paradox if and only if for every set system of the family, the corresponding clutter consists of bases of a population-specific matroid defined on the ground set of resources.

The “if” direction follows directly from our first characterization. For the “only if” direction we proceed by contradiction. If for a game with at least two populations, there exists a population with non-matroidal set system, then we derive appropriate cost functions on the resources, demands and an embedding of the strategy spaces into resources such that the resulting game admits the strong Braess paradox.

1A formal definition of embeddings of strategy spaces into the resources is given in Section 4; see Def. 4.1.

1.3 Related Literature.

The discovery of the Braess paradox has driven a considerable amount of literature in different fields of science ranging from transportation and traffic networks (cf. [9, 17, 21, 51]), queueing networks (cf. [12, 29, 31]), electrical and mechanical networks (cf. [13]), computer science (cf. [15, 20, 30, 32, 45, 44, 48, 46, 46, 54]) to economics (cf. [39, 49]). For an overview of further works, we refer to the website maintained by Dietrich Braess [6].

In light of this substantial body of literature it seems surprising that to date little is known regarding general characterizations of the occurrence of the Braess paradox. Steinberg and Zangwill [52] and later Dafermos and Nagurney [17], Pas and Principio [38] and Hagstrom and Abrams [23] derived instance-dependent necessary and sufficient conditions for the Braess paradox to occur. Here, instance-dependent means that these conditions depend on the concrete demand matrix, the cost functions and the network topology used. Hence, if for a given network topology the used cost functions or demand matrices are not known a priori, these works do not offer any insight on the occurrence of the Braess paradox. This situation occurs naturally whenever a network is build from scratch (as in telecommunications or mechanical networks) or extended (as in traffic networks) and the traffic matrix and realized cost functions are not known precisely. Even if the traffic matrix can be well estimated, the cost functions are subject to changes as street improvements and construction works are continuously ongoing changing the street characteristics. In such cases, it would be valuable to characterize networks that are not vulnerable to Braess paradox for any instantiation of the demand matrix and the cost functions. Milchtaich [35] derived such a characterization by showing that for undirected single o-d networks, series-parallel graphs form the maximal graph class that is immune to the (strong) Braess paradox no matter how many commuters travel and what kind of (continuous and nondecreasing) cost function is used. Note that series-parallel networks are precisely the class of networks that do not contain the network in Fig. 1 as a topological minor. He further proved that any undirected single o-d graph that is not series-parallel can be equipped with carefully chosen costs and demands so that the resulting instance admits the strong Braess paradox. His result, thus, provides a characterization of undirected single o-d graph topologies that are immune to the strong Braess paradox. Very recently, Chen et al. [11] and Cenciarelli et al. [10] generalized the characterization of Milchtaich towards directed graphs and allowing for multiple commodities.^2

Some remarks are in order to explain how our work differs from that of Milchtaich [35]. As explained above, Milchtaich considered undirected single o-d networks and characterizes the maximal network topology that is immune to the strong Braess paradox. In particular, this implies that the resources form an undirected graph, the strategy spaces of players are symmetric as the strategies are the set of o-d paths. In contrast, we consider (general) nonatomic congestion games with asymmetric strategy spaces, where for a player the allowable set of subsets of resources can have any combinatorial structure. Interesting cases beyond paths in graphs include tours, trees, or Steiner trees all in a directed or undirected graph. Additionally, we consider the more general case of cost and/or demand reductions that might increase the equilibrium cost.

For our characterization of the strong Braess paradox, there is one important additional difference to the result of Milchtaich. In contrast to Milchtaich’s characterization, we do not

2There are related characterizations of series-parallel graphs in different contexts, e.g., uniqueness and Pareto efficiency of Nash equilibria (cf. [34, 41]) and strong equilibria in congestion games (cf. [19, 27, 28]).

prescribe a priori how the sets of allowable subsets of players are actually embedded in the ground set of resources, or said differently, how the strategy spaces interweave.

It is fair to say that matroids play a special role in the wide area of (integral) congestion games. This connection was first discovered by Ackermann, Röglin and Vöcking in the important papers [1, 2]. In [2], they showed that both weighted and player-specific congestion games admit (pure Nash) equilibria in the case of matroid congestion games, i.e., if the strategy space of each player consists of the bases of a matroid on the set of resources. They also showed that the matroid property is maximal in the sense that whenever there are two players both having allowable sets of resources that are not matroidal, then, there is a prescribed embedding of the sets into the ground set of resources and cost functions so that the resulting game does not have an equilibrium. It should be noted that our characterization of the weak Braess paradox is direct (relying on a polyhedral combinatorics point of view) and does not rely on the flexibility of embeddings. Also the “only if” direction of our characterization of the strong Braess paradox exhibits a difference to that used in [2]. In [2] for obtaining counter examples it is required that the strategy space of all players are non-matroidal, whereas we only require that at least one player (or population in our setting) has a non-matroid set system, thus, allowing for a characterization.

Harks and Peis [26] considered a variant of congestion games, namely resource buying games, in which players jointly design a resource infrastructure and share the congestiondependent costs of the resources arbitrarily. They showed that for marginally non-increasing cost functions such resource buying games always admit an equilibrium as long as the players’ strategy spaces form the base set of a matroid, while for non-matroid set systems, there is a two-player game with marginally non-increasing costs that does not admit an equilibrium. Finally, Harks et al. [25] showed that integral-splittable congestion games with semi-convex cost functions always admit an equilibrium whenever each player’s strategy space forms an integral polymatroid.

2 Nonatomic Congestion Games.

A tuple M = (N, E, (S_i)_{i∈N} , (c_e)_{e∈E} , (d_i)_{i∈N} ) is called a nonatomic congestion model if N = {1, . . . , n} is a non-empty, finite set of populations and E = {e_1, . . . , e_m} is a non-empty, finite set of resources. Players are infinitesimally small, and each population i consists of a continuum of players represented by the interval [0, d_i] for some d_i > 0. For each population i ∈ N, the set S_i is a non-empty, finite set of subsets S ⊆ E available to each player of population i. Each player of population i ∈ N selects a strategy S ∈ S_i, which leads to a strategy distribution (x^i_S )_{S∈Si} satisfying ∑ S∈S_i x i S = d_i and x^i_S ≥ 0 (∀S ∈ S_i). We denote by S the direct sum {(i, S) | i ∈ N, S ∈ S_i} of S_i (i ∈ N), which represents the collection of all strategies of all players. After each player of every population has chosen a strategy, we arrive at the overall strategy distribution x = (x^i_S )_{(i,S)∈S} . The induced load of x on e is denoted by x_e = ∑ (i,S)∈S:e∈S x i S (assuming every strategy S of (i, S) ∈ S contains each resource at most once and that for every i ∈ N, the rate of consumption of every S ∈ S_i on resource e ∈ S is equal to one). Thus, we can compactly represent the set of feasible strategy distributions by the following polytope

P (M) := x ∈ R^S_{≥0} | | | | ∑ S∈S_i x^i_S = d_i for all i ∈ N ,

where for x ∈ R^S_{≥0} the value of x on (i, S) ∈ S is denoted by x^i_S . We denote by x_{i,e} = ∑ S∈S_i:e∈S x i S the load of population i on resource e. Hence, x_e = ∑ i∈N x_{i,e}. We impose the following assumption on cost functions.

Assumption 2.1. For every resource e ∈ E, we consider a cost function c_e : R_{≥0} → R_{≥0} which is non-negative, continuous and nondecreasing.

If in strategy distribution x, a player of population i selects S ∈ S_i, she perceives the disutility, or private cost, of π_{i,S}(x) = ∑ e∈S c_e(x_e). Since we are often interested in the load on the resources, we define for every polytope P (M) ⊆ R^S_{≥0} of feasible strategy distributions, a corresponding polytope P̃ (M) ⊆ R^E_{≥0} that captures all possible load vectors on the resources obtained by playing a feasible strategy distribution, i.e.,

P̃ (M) := ∑ i∈N ∑ S∈S_i x^i_S · χ_S | | | | x ∈ P (M) , where χ_S ∈ {0, 1}^E for S ⊆ E is the characteristic vector of S; hence, χ_S (e) = 1 if e ∈ S and χ_S(e) = 0 if e ∈ E \ S. Note that defining for each population i ∈ N a polytope

P̃_i(M) := ∑ S∈S_i x^i_S · χ_S | | | | ∑ S∈S_i x^i_S = d_i, x^i_S ≥ 0 (∀S ∈ S_i) ,

we have P̃ (M) = ∑ i∈N P̃_i(M), the Minkowski sum of polytopes P̃_i(M) (i ∈ N).

2.1 Nonatomic Matroid Congestion Games

A matroid is a tuple M = (E, I), where E is a finite set, called the ground set, and I ⊆ 2^E is a nonempty family of subsets of E, called independent sets, such that: (i) if X ∈ I and Y ⊆ X, then Y ∈ I, and (ii) if X, Y ∈ I with |X| > |Y |, then ∃ e ∈ X \ Y such that Y ∪ {e} ∈ I. The inclusionwise maximal independent sets of I are called bases of matroid M, and usually denoted by B, or B(M). See [37, 50, 56] for more information on matroids.

A nonatomic congestion model M is called matroid congestion model if for every i ∈ N there is a matroid M_i = (E, I_i) such that S_i equals the set of bases of M_i. In case of nonatomic matroid congestion games we will write B_i instead of S_i, B_i instead of S_i and B instead of S. We give three examples in the area of queueing, facility location and minimum spanning tree games.

Example 2.2 (Queueing Games (cf. [31])). There is a set Q = {q_1, . . . , q_m} of M/M/1 queues served in a first-come-first-served fashion and a set of N = {1, . . . , n} independent Poisson arrivals of packets, where the arrival rates are denoted by d_1, . . . , d_n. Every queue q has a single server with exponentially distributed service time with mean 1/μ_q, μ_q > 0. Each packet is routed to a single queue q out of a set of allowable queues depending on the type. Given a distribution of packets x ∈ R^m_{≥0} , the mean delay of queue q can be computed as c_q(x_q) =^1_{μq −xq} . In this case, the sets S_i, i ∈ N, are uniform rank-1 matroids.

Example 2.3 (Facility location games with supply functions). Matroid congestion games can also be used as a modeling tool for resource buying games with supply functions. More precisely, whereas so far we interpreted the cost of a resource mostly in terms of a “disutility” like congestion, one can as well interpret costs as actual renting or buying costs of a resource that depend on the demand, i.e., the more users use a resource, the higher its price. We provide an example phrased in the context of facility location, though the described approach also applies to further settings. Consider a finite set E = {e_1, . . . , e_m} of resources in different locations, and a set of populations N = {1, . . . , n}. The resources could for example correspond to data centers, and the players have to decide which data centers to use to serve their clients. A population groups together players that want to serve clients within the same areas. Each player in population i ∈ N—where, as usual, we assume that there is a total “mass” of d_i players in population i—desires to use some number k_i ∈ Z_{>0} of different data centers, to cover k_i different areas. Each area j can be served by any data center within a given set S_j ⊆ E. The sets S_j may overlap, even for the same player i. However, due to reliability reasons, a player cannot use the same data center more than once. Furthermore, to model an offer/demand interplay, the cost c_e for using a particular data center e ∈ E depends on the total load of players who use data center e. The higher the load on a data center, the larger the cost to use it. In this setting, the strategy space of each population i ∈ N corresponds to a transversal matroid described by the sets S_j for all areas j that population i wants to serve.

Example 2.4 (MST Games). We are given an undirected graph G = (V, E) with nonnegative, continuous and non-decreasing edge cost functions c_e(ℓ), e ∈ E. In a minimum spanning tree (MST) game, every population i is associated with a demand interval [0, d_i] and a subgraph G_i of G. A strategy distribution for population i is to route its demand along the spanning trees of G_i. Formally, the edges correspond to the resources and the sets S_i, i ∈ N, are the spanning trees of G_i. M_i is called a graphic matroid.

2.2 Wardrop Equilibria.

A Wardrop equilibrium x for a nonatomic congestion game is a strategy distribution x such that every player of every population uses a strategy with minimum cost. Formally,

π_i(x) := ∑ e∈S c_e(x_e) ≤ ∑ e∈S^′ c_e(x_e), for any S, S^′ ∈ S_i with x^i_S > 0, for all i ∈ N.

We recall the following characterization of Wardrop equilibria which implies their existence.

Theorem 2.5. (Beckmann et al. [4, Section 3.1.2]) A strategy distribution x is a Wardrop equilibrium if and only if it is an optimal solution to min x∈P (M) Φ(x) := ∑ e∈E x_e∫

0 c_e(t) dt . (1)

We call Φ the Beckmann potential.

Notice that the problem of finding the minimum value of the Beckmann potential can equivalently be written in terms of P̃ (M) as the following minimization problem: min x∈P̃ (M) { ∑ e∈E ∫_{xe} 0 c_e(t) dt } . Here it should be noted that x = (x_e)_{e∈E} ∈ R^E , while x appearing in (1) is a strategy distribution in R^S . Later in our results, we will often refer to this equivalent version of the problem of minimizing the Beckmann potential. For simplicity, we will use Φ(x) also for the Beckmann potential for load vectors x ∈ P̃ (M).

Remark 2.6. Using that every Wardrop equilibrium x ∈ P (M) is a global minimum of (1), we obtain the following well-known properties (cf. [16]). If cost functions (c_e)_{e∈E} are strictly increasing, the Wardrop equilibrium load vector (x_e)_{e∈E} ∈ P̃ (M) is unique (but there can be different decompositions of the demands among the subsets, that is, there can be x, y ∈ P (M), x ≠ y with x_e = y_e for all e ∈ E). For the case of nondecreasing costs, the vector of costs (c_e(x_e))_{e∈E} is unique under the possibly non-unique equilibrium load vectors.

2.3 The Braess Paradox.

Recall the examples of Braess paradox presented in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2. In these examples, the equilibrium flows on two (network) congestion models M and M̄ are compared to each other, where M̄ is related to M by simply reducing some of the cost functions (in case of the example in Fig. 1, only one cost function is reduced from ∞ to 0) and/or reducing the demands of the populations.

In this work, we allow for general cost reductions of the form c̄_e(t) ≤ c_e(t) for all t ≥ 0 and e ∈ E and general demand reductions d̄_i ≤ d_i, i ∈ N. We denote the changed model by M̄. Note that for both models M and M̄, the sets of allowable subsets (S_i)_{i∈N} remain the same. We define the following notion of the weak and strong Braess paradox.

Definition 2.7 (Weak/Strong Braess paradox). Let E = {e_1, . . . , e_m} be a finite set of resources. A family of set systems (E, S_i)_{i∈N} with S_i ⊆ 2^E for all i ∈ N admits the weak Braess paradox, if there are two nonatomic congestion models M = (N, E, (S_i)_{i∈N} , (c_e)_{e∈E} , (d_i)_{i∈N} ) and M̄ = (N, E, (S_i)_{i∈N} , (c̄_e)_{e∈E} , (d̄_i)_{i∈N} ), with c̄_e(t) ≤ c_e(t) for all t ≥ 0 and d̄_i ≤ d_i for all i ∈ N, and two Wardrop equilibria x and x̄ for M and M̄, respectively, such that

there is e ∈ E with c_e(x_e) < c̄_e(x̄_e). (weak BP)

(E, S_i)_{i∈N} admits the strong Braess paradox, if there is i ∈ N with S, S^′ ∈ S_i, x^i_S > 0, x̄^i_S′ > 0 such that π_i(x) = ∑ e∈S c_e(x_e) < ∑ e∈S^′ c̄_e(x̄_e) = π_i(x̄). (strong BP)

We say that (E, S_i)_{i∈N} is immune to the weak/strong Braess paradox if no such M, M̄ exist.

Remark 2.8. The strong Braess paradox implies the weak, but not vice versa. On the other hand, if a family of set systems (E, S_i)_{i∈N} is immune to the weak Braess paradox, it is also immune to the strong Braess paradox. Moreover, if (E, S_i)_{i∈N} satisfies that for every resource e ∈ E, there is a player i with S_i = {{e}}, then, weak and strong Braess paradox are equivalent.

The examples in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 already show that there are quite simple set systems (E, S_i)_{i∈N} that admit the strong (and thus the weak) Braess paradox.

The driving question of this paper is the following:

What is a characterizing property of the set systems (E, S_i)_{i∈N} so that they are immune to the weak or strong Braess paradox?

3 A Characterization of the Weak Braess Paradox.

For our first characterization of the weak Braess paradox, we define for a set system (E, S_i) the clutter as:

(S_i)^{min} := {U ∈ S_i| ∄ T ∈ S_i with T ⊂ U}.

The set system (E, (S_i)^{min}) (for which we also use the term “clutter”) contains all inclusionwise minimal subsets of S_i.

Our first main result gives a complete characterization of the weak Braess paradox.

Theorem 3.1. Let (E, S_i)_{i∈N} be a family of set systems, i.e., S_i ⊆ 2^E for all i ∈ N. Then, the following statements are equivalent.

(I) The clutter (E, (S_i)^{min}) forms the base set of a matroid M_i = (E, I_i) for all i ∈ N.

(II) (E, S_i)_{i∈N} is immune to the weak Braess paradox.

3.1 Proof of Theorem 3.1: (I) ⇒ (II).

The proof of (I) ⇒ (II) consists of a number of steps organized as follows.

In the first step we prove that if every clutter (E, (S_i)^{min}) corresponds to bases of some matroid M_i = (E, I_i) for all i ∈ N, then (E, (S_i)^{min})_{i∈N} is immune to the weak Braess paradox. For showing this, we first model the set of feasible strategy distributions of a nonatomic matroid congestion game via a suitably defined polymatroid base polytope. This way, the problem of computing a Wardrop equilibrium of a matroid congestion model can be interpreted as the problem to find a global minimum of a separable convex function (i.e., the Beckman potential) over a sum of population-specific polymatroid base polytopes which itself is a polymatroid base polytope (see [18]).

In the next steps, we prove two sensitivity results for this class of optimization problems stating that whenever (i) cost functions or (ii) demands are decreased, any global minimizer of the Beckmann potential has the property that the new induced cost values component-wise decrease. This implies that the weak Braess paradox does not occur.

In the final step of (I) ⇒ (II), we prove that if the family of clutters (E, (S_i)^{min})_{i∈N} is immune to the weak Braess paradox, then so is the family of set systems (E, S_i)_{i∈N} .

Polymatroids. In order to define polymatroids we first have to introduce submodular functions. A function ρ : 2^E → R is called submodular if ρ(U) + ρ(V ) ≥ ρ(U ∪ V ) + ρ(U ∩ V ) for all U, V ⊆ E. It is called monotone if ρ(U) ≤ ρ(V ) for all U ⊆ V ⊆ E, and normalized if ρ(∅) = 0. Given a submodular, monotone and normalized function ρ, the pair (E, ρ) is called a polymatroid. The associated polymatroid base polytope is defined as

P_ρ := { x ∈ R^E_+ | x(U) ≤ ρ(U) ∀U ⊆ E, x(E) = ρ(E) } , where x(U) := ∑ e∈U x_e for all U ⊆ E. Given submodular functions ρ_i, i ∈ N all defined on 2^E and ρ := ∑ i∈N ρ_i, we know that the Minkowski sum P_ρ = ∑ i∈N P_{ρi} is also a polymatroid base polytope, see [18], [22], or [50, Theorem 44.6].

From Nonatomic Matroid Congestion Games to Polymatroids. Consider now a nonatomic matroid congestion model M, where for every i ∈ N the associated strategy space forms the base set B_i of a matroid M_i = (E, I_i). It is well-known that the rank function rk_i : 2^E → R of matroid M_i satisfies rk_i(S) := max{|U| | U ⊆ S and U ∈ I_i} ∀S ⊆ E and is submodular, monotone and normalized. Moreover, the characteristic vectors of the bases in B_i are exactly the vertices of the polymatroid base polytope P_{rki} .

It follows that the polytope

x^i ∈ R^{Bi}_+ | | | | ∑ B∈B_i x^i_B = d_i

corresponds to strategy distributions for population i that lead to load vectors in the following polytope: P_{di·rki} = { x_i ∈ R^E_+ | x_i(U) ≤ d_i · rk_i(U) ∀U ⊆ E, x_i(E) = d_i · rk_i(E) } . Thus, the polymatroid base polytope P := ∑ i∈N P_{di·rki} = P^∑_{i∈N di·rki} is equal to P̃ (M). To simplify notation we define the following submodular functions: ρ_i = d_i · rk_i for i ∈ N and ρ = ∑ i∈N ρ_i. Furthermore, let P_i = P_{ρi} . We thus have P̃ (M) = P_ρ = ∑ i∈N P_i. Two Sensitivity Results. Consider the following optimization problem

min_{x∈Pρ} Φ(x) := ∑ e∈E x_e∫

0 c_e(t) dt , (2)

where P_ρ is a polymatroid base polytope with rank function ρ and for all e ∈ E, c_e : R_{≥0} → R_{≥0} , are non-decreasing and continuous functions. We recall the following necessary and sufficient optimality conditions. Let χ_e ∈ R^E_{≥0} for e ∈ E be the indicator vector with all-zero entries except for the e-th coordinate which is 1. From Fujishige [22] we know that a base x ∈ P_ρ is optimal for problem (2) if and only if

c_e(x_e) ≤ c_f (x_f ) for any e, f ∈ E such that x^′ := x + ϵ(χ_f − χ_e) ∈ P_ρ for some ϵ > 0. (3)

We now prove a result on the sensitivity of optimal solutions minimizing the Beckmann potential over a polymatroid base polytope: we will show that whenever a cost function is shifted downwards (i.e., c̄_e(t) ≤ c_e(t) for all t ≥ 0), then, any new optimal solution x̄ has the property c̄_e(x̄_e) ≤ c_e(x_e) for all e ∈ E, where x denotes any optimal solution for the cost functions c_e, e ∈ E, and x̄ denotes any optimal solution for the cost functions c̄_e, e ∈ E. This result implies that for matroid set systems the weak Braess paradox does not occur if only cost reductions are considered.

Lemma 3.2. Let I and Ī be two instances of problem (2) with the only difference that for Ī we use cost functions satisfying c̄_e(t) ≤ c_e(t) for all e ∈ E and t ≥ 0. Then, any optimal solutions x and x̄ to the instances I and Ī, respectively, satisfy

c̄_e(x̄_e) ≤ c_e(x_e), for all e ∈ E.

Proof. Assume by contradiction that there is e ∈ E with c̄_e(x̄_e) > c_e(x_e). Thus, by the monotonicity of c_e this implies x̄_e > x_e. By elementary transformations of bases in polymatroid base polytopes (see Murota [36, Theorem 4.3]), there must exist f ∈ E \ {e} with x̄_f < x_f and ϵ > 0 such that

x + ϵ(χ_e − χ_f ) ∈ P_ρ and x̄ + ϵ(χ_f − χ_e) ∈ P_ρ.

As x and x̄ are both optimal solutions for their respective optimization problems, and x_f , x̄_e > 0, we obtain by the optimality conditions (3) that c_f (x_f ) ≤ c_e(x_e) and c̄_e(x̄_e) ≤ c̄_f (x̄_f ). Hence,

c_f (x_f ) ≤ c_e(x_e) < c̄_e(x̄_e) ≤ c̄_f (x̄_f ) ≤ c_f (x_f ),

a contradiction.

We now prove a second sensitivity result for minimizers of the Beckman function over the polymatroid base polytope for the case when the demand is reduced.

Lemma 3.3. Let I and Ī be two instances of problem (2), with the only difference that for Ī the demand for one population j ∈ N is decreased from d_j to d̄_j < d_j . Hence, the feasible strategy distributions P and P̄ of I and Ī, respectively, are given by

P = P_ρ = ∑ i∈N P_i, and

P̄ = d̄_j d_j P_j + ∑ i∈N\{j} P_i.

Let x, x̄ ∈ R^E_+ be minimizers of problem (2) over the polytopes P and P̄ , respectively. Then c_e(x̄_e) ≤ c_e(x_e) ∀e ∈ E.

Proof. By contradiction assume there is e ∈ E with c_e(x̄_e) > c_e(x_e). Since c_e is nondecreasing, this implies x̄_e > x_e. Because x ∈ P = ∑ i∈N P_i, we can decompose x as x = ∑ i∈N x_i where x_i ∈ P_i for i ∈ N. Let x^′ = ∑ i∈N\{j} xi + d̄_j d_j xj ∈ P̄ . Clearly, x

′ ≤ x component-wise, and we thus have in particular x̄_e > x_e ≥ x^′_e. By exchange properties of base polytopes of polymatroids there exist f ∈ E with

x̄_f < x^′_f and (4)

ϵ > 0 such that

(i) x̄ + ϵ(χ_f − χ_e) ∈ P̄ , and (ii) x^′ + ϵ(χ_e − χ_f ) ∈ P̄ .

Notice that P̄ + (1 −^{d̄j}_{dj} )P_j = P , and hence, x − x^′ ∈ (1 −^{d̄j}_{dj} )P_j . Together with (ii) this implies

x + ϵ(χ_e − χ_f ) = x^′ + ϵ(χ_e − χ_f ) ∈P̄ + (x − x^′) ∈ ( 1−^{d̄j}_{dj} ) P_j ∈ P,

and therefore c_e(x_e) ≥ c_f (x_f ), (5) since x is a minimizer of Ψ over P . Similarly, (i) implies

c_e(x̄_e) ≤ c_f (x̄_f ), (6)

because x̄ is a minimizer of Ψ over P̄ . Putting things together, we obtain

c_e(x_e) < c_e(x̄_e) (by assumption for sake of contradiction) ≤ c_f (x̄_f ) (6) ≤ c_f (x^′_f ) ((4) and c_f is nondecreasing) ≤ c_f (x_f ) (x^′ ≤ x and c_f is nondecreasing) ≤ c_e(x_e) (5),

thus leading to a contradiction and finishing the proof.

Furthermore, Lemma 3.2 shows that equilibrium costs only decrease (component-wise) when reducing the cost function. Hence, reducing costs and demands simultaneously can be interpreted as doing first one reduction and then the other. Each of these changes is such that any new Wardrop equilibrium has on any resource a lower cost than before the change. Thus, a family of matroid set systems (as a special case of polymatroids) is immune to the weak Braess paradox.

From Clutters to Set Systems. To complete the direction (I) ⇒ (II) of the proof of Theorem 3.1, it remains to show that if the clutters (E, (S_i)^{min})_{i∈N} of some set systems (E, S_i)_{i∈N} are immune to the weak Braess paradox then so are the original set systems (E, S_i)_{i∈N} .

For any set U ∈ S_i, we call U^∗ ∈ S_i a tight subset of U, if U^∗ is an inclusion-wise minimal set in S_i contained in U, i.e, U^∗ ⊆ U and U^∗ ∈ (S_i)^{min}.

Lemma 3.4. If (E, (S_i)^{min})_{i∈N} is immune to the weak Braess paradox then so is (E, S_i)_{i∈N} .

Proof. Let M = (N, E, (S_i)_{i∈N} , (c_e)_{e∈E} , (d_i)_{i∈N} ) and M̄ = (N, E, (S_i)_{i∈N} , (c̄_e)_{e∈E} , (d̄_i)_{i∈N} ) be two congestion models defined on the same strategy spaces (S_i)_{i∈N} and satisfying c̄_e(t) ≤ c_e(t) for e ∈ E, t ≥ 0 and d̄_i ≤ d_i for i ∈ N. Moreover, let M^{min} and M̄^{min} be the models obtained from M and M̄, respectively, by replacing (S_i)_{i∈N} by ((S_i)^{min})_{i∈N} .

Let x ∈ P (M) and x̄ ∈ P (M̄) be two Wardrop equilibria. We have to show c_e(x_e) ≥ c̄_e(x̄_e) for e ∈ E. Starting from x, we iteratively pick i ∈ N, U ∈ S_i \ (S_i)^{min} with x^i_U > 0 and a tight subset U^∗ of U, and set

• x^i_U ∗ ← x^i_U ∗ + x^i_U , x^i_U ← 0.

We denote by x^′ the thus obtained point, whose load vector satisfies (x^′_e)_{e∈E} ∈ P̃ (M^{min}) ⊆ P̃ (M). We apply the same procedure to x̄ to obtain x̄′ with (x̄′_e)_{e∈E} ∈ P̃ (M̄min)) ⊆ P̃ (M̄). The condition U^∗ ⊆ U implies that the profiles x^′ and x̄^′ satisfy

c_e(x^′_e) ≤ c_e(x_e) and c̄_e(x̄^′_e) ≤ c̄_e(x̄_e) for all e ∈ E.

This implies that x^′ and x̄^′ are global minimizers of the Beckmann potential over both polytopes P̃ (M) and P̃ (M^{min}), and, P̃ (M̄) and P̃ (M̄^{min}), respectively. Thus, x^′ and x̄^′ are equilibrium load vectors for both models M and M^{min}, and, M̄ and M̄^{min}, respectively. Since equilibrium costs per resource are unique (see Remark 2.6), we get

c_e(x^′_e) = c_e(x_e) and c̄_e(x̄^′_e) = c̄_e(x̄_e) for all e ∈ E.

As by assumption (E, (S_i)^{min})_{i∈N} is immune to the weak Braess paradox we have c_e(x^′_e) ≥ c̄_e(x̄^′_e) for e ∈ E, which finally implies

c_e(x_e) = c_e(x^′_e) ≥ c̄_e(x̄^′_e) = c̄_e(x̄_e) for all e ∈ E,

proving the lemma.

3.2 Proof of Theorem 3.1: (II) ⇒ (I).

Let us recall the definition of a set system being immune to the weak Braess paradox. Let M and M̄ be any two models of a nonatomic congestion game with the only difference that for M̄ we use cost functions satisfying c̄_e(t) ≤ c_e(t) for all e ∈ E and t ≥ 0 and d̄_i ≤ d_i for all i ∈ N. Then, if the strategy spaces of M, M̄ are immune to the weak Braess paradox, we have that any two Wardrop equilibria x and x̄ for M and M̄, respectively, satisfy

c̄_e(x̄_e) ≤ c_e(x_e), for all e ∈ E. (7)

We first give an outline of the proof. Let (S_i)_{i∈N} be strategy spaces that are immune to the weak Braess paradox. We fix the demand of each population to 1, i.e., d_i = 1 for i ∈ N. Hence, the possible load vectors that can be obtained by population i ∈ N by playing a feasible strategy are given by the following polytope

P_i = Convex hull of {χ_S | S ∈ S_i} ∀i ∈ N, where χ_S denotes the characteristic vector of S ⊆ E. Thus, the load vectors obtainable by considering all populations combined are described by the Minkowski sums of the polytopes P_i, i.e., P̃ (M) = ∑ i∈N P_i. For brevity, we set P = P̃ (M). Analogously, we define the polytopes corresponding to the possible load vectors stemming from the strategy spaces ((S_i)^{min})_{i∈N} , i.e.,

P^{min}_i = Convex hull of {χ_S | S ∈ (S_i)^{min}} ∀i ∈ N,

and we let P^↑_i = P_i + R^E_{≥0} = P^{min}_i + R^E_{≥0} ∀i ∈ N

be the dominant of P_i for i ∈ N. Observe that

P^↑ = ∑ i∈N P^↑_i . (8)

We will use a polyhedral approach to show (II) ⇒ (I). More precisely, we will show that (S_i)_{i∈N} being immune to the weak Braess paradox implies that each P^{min}_i for i ∈ N is the base polytope of a matroid. To show that P^{min}_i for i ∈ N is the base polytope of a matroid we rely on the following well-known characterization (see, e.g., [22, Theorem 17.1]), and a corollary thereof.

Lemma 3.5. Let Q ⊆ [0, 1]^E be a {0, 1}-polytope, i.e., all vertices of Q are part of {0, 1}^E . Then Q is the base polytope of a matroid if and only if each edge direction of Q is parallel to some vector χ_e − χ_f for distinct e, f ∈ E.

The above lemma can be rephrased in terms of the dominant Q^↑ of Q as follows.

Corollary 3.6. Let Q ⊆ [0, 1]^E be a {0, 1}-polytope such that no two distinct vertices u, v of Q satisfy u ≤ v (component-wise). Then Q is the base polytope of a matroid if and only if each edge direction of Q^↑ is parallel to some vector χ_e − χ_f for distinct e, f ∈ E.

Proof. If Q is a matroid polytope then, by Lemma 3.5, each edge direction of Q is parallel to χ_e − χ_f for distinct e, f ∈ E. Since each edge direction of the dominant of a polytope is also an edge direction of the original polytope, we have that the edge directions of Q^↑ are also of this form.

Conversely, assume that each edge direction of Q^↑ is parallel to χ_e − χ_f for some distinct e, f ∈ E. First observe that Q and Q^↑ have the same set of vertices. This follows by the fact that no two distinct vertices u, v of Q satisfy u ≤ v (component-wise). Moreover, each edge direction of Q^↑ is parallel to some vector of the form χ_e − χ_f for distinct e, f ∈ E. Since the set of all the vertices of Q^↑ is linked (connected) by the edges of Q^↑ (see, e.g., [3]), this implies that all vertices of Q^↑ have the same ℓ_1-norm and thus lie on a hyperplane of the form ⟨−1, x⟩ = b, where 1 ∈ R^E is the all-ones vector. Hence, ⟨−1, x⟩ = b is a supporting hyperplane of Q^↑ and the face of Q^↑ defined by this hyperplane is equal to Q. Since Q is a face of Q^↑, each edge of Q is also an edge of Q^↑, and is thus parallel to χ_e − χ_f for distinct e, f ∈ E. Lemma 3.5 now implies that Q is indeed a matroid base polytope.

Hence, it suffices to show that any edge direction of P^↑_i = (P^{min}_i )^↑ for i ∈ N is of type χ_e −χ_f for distinct e, f ∈ E. Notice that Corollary 3.6 can indeed be applied to the polytopes (P^{min}_i )^↑, because any two distinct vertices u, v of P^{min}_i correspond to characteristic vectors of two distinct sets in the clutter (E, (S_i)^{min}), which implies u ≰ v as required by Corollary 3.6.

The following well-known property links edge directions of a Minkowski sum of polytopes to the edge directions of the summands (see, e.g., [53, Lemma 6.14]).

Lemma 3.7. Let Q_1, . . . , Q_k ⊆ R^E be polytopes and Q = ∑_k i=1 Q_i be their Minkowski sum.

Then the set of edge directions of Q is the union of the sets of edge directions of the Q_i for i ∈ [k]. However, we are interested in the edge directions of P^↑_i for i ∈ N, which are unbounded polyhedra. Lemma 3.7 can easily be generalized to dominants of polytopes as shown below. This allows us to derive properties on the edge directions of P^↑_i for i ∈ N from properties of edge directions of their Minkowski sum P^↑.

Lemma 3.8. Let Q_1, . . . , Q_k ⊆ R^E be polytopes and Q = ∑_k i=1 Q_i be their Minkowski sum.

As usual, let Q^↑_1, . . . , Q^↑_k and Q^↑ denote the dominants of Q_1, . . . , Q_k and Q. Then the set of edge directions of Q^↑ is the union of the sets of edge directions of the Q^↑_i for i ∈ [k].

Proof. Let j ∈ [k] and consider an edge uv of Q^↑_j . We first show that Q^↑ contains an edge parallel to uv. There is a non-zero vector h ∈ R^E such that uv are the set of all maximizers of ⟨h, x⟩ for x ∈ Q^↑_j . Because Q^↑_j is a dominant, we must have h < 0. For i ∈ [k], let Q^h_i ⊆ Q^↑_i be the set of all maximizers in Q^↑_i of the linear function ⟨h, x⟩. Analogously, let Q^h ⊆ Q^↑ be all points in Q^↑ maximizing ⟨h, x⟩. Because the maximizers of a Minkowski sum are the sum of the maximizers of the summands, we have Q^h = ∑_k i=1 Q^h_i . Moreover, because Q^↑_1, . . . , Q^↑_k, Q^↑ are all dominants of polytopes and h < 0, we have that Q^h_1 , . . . , Q^h_k and Q^h are also polytopes. Applying Lemma 3.7 to Q^h = ∑_k i=1 Q^h_i , we obtain that Q^h contains an edge parallel to uv.

Finally, since Q^h is a face of Q^↑, every edge of Q^h is also an edge of Q^↑, implying that Q^↑ contains an edge parallel to uv, as desired.

Conversely, we have to show that for any edge uv of Q^↑ there is an index j ∈ [k] such that Q^↑_j contains an edge parallel to uv. This can be proven analogously to the previous case, by considering a vector h < 0 such that uv are all maximizers of ⟨h, x⟩ for x ∈ Q^↑, and considering for each Q^↑_1, . . . , Q^↑_k and Q^↑ the face corresponding to all maximizers of ⟨h, x⟩. The result then again follows by Lemma 3.7.

Hence, Corollary 3.6 and Lemma 3.8 imply that to prove the direction (II) ⇒ (I) of Theorem 3.1, it suffices to show the following.

Proposition 3.9. Each edge direction of P^↑ is parallel to some vector χ_e − χ_f with distinct e, f ∈ E. Indeed, proving Proposition 3.9 implies by Lemma 3.8 that each edge direction of P^↑_i for i ∈ N is parallel to χ_e − χ_f for some distinct e, f ∈ E, which, by applying Corollary 3.6 to Q = P^{min}_i (notice that (P^{min}_i )^↑ = P^↑_i ), implies that P^{min}_i for i ∈ N are matroid base polytopes as desired. Hence, it remains to prove Proposition 3.9.

We start with a simple observation.

Lemma 3.10. Let uv be an edge of P^↑, then uv is parallel to some vector in {−1, 0, 1}^E with at least 2 non-zero values.

Proof. Notice that every edge of P^↑ must also be an edge of P . Hence, by Lemma 3.7 the edge uv (of P ) must be parallel to some edge direction of one of the polytopes P_i for some i ∈ N. The statement now follows by observing that all edge directions of P_i are within {−1, 0, 1}^E because P_i is a {0, 1}-polytope; moreover, the edge direction cannot be of the form χ_e since P^↑ is up-closed, implying that any edge direction of P^↑ must have at least 2 non-zero values.

The following lemma shows the existence of particular types of cost functions which will help us to derive further properties on edge directions by using the fact that no weak Braess paradox exists for the strategy spaces (S_i)_{i∈N} .

Lemma 3.11. Let x^0 be the midpoint of an edge uv of P^↑, and let w ∈ {−1, 0, 1}^E be a vector parallel to uv. Then there exist strictly positive, continuous and strictly increasing cost functions c_e for e ∈ E such that the following holds:

1. The Beckmann potential Φ(x) that corresponds to (c_e)_{e∈E} has x^0 as a unique minimizer over P^↑.

2. For any f ∈ E with w_f = 1 and α > 0 let c^{(α,f)}_e for e ∈ E be the following cost function:

c^{(α,f)}_e (t) = { c_e(t) if e ∈ E \ {f}, c_e(t) − α if e = f. Then for a sufficiently small α > 0, the costs (c^{(α,f)}_e )_{e∈E} are non-negative, continuous and strictly increasing and the corresponding Beckmann potential Φ^{(α,f)}(x) has a unique minimizer over P^↑ which is of the form x^0 + βw for some β > 0.

Proof. Let ⟨h, x⟩ = b be a supporting hyperplane of P^↑ defining the edge uv. Hence, uv are the set of all maximizers of ⟨h, x⟩ for x ∈ P^↑. Notice that h < 0 (component-wise) because P^↑ is a dominant. Indeed h_e > 0 for some e ∈ E is not possible because in this case uv cannot be maximizers with respect to h as increasing the component corresponding to e leads to better points. Moreover, there is also no e ∈ E with h_e = 0, because this would again imply that, given any point y on uv, one can increase the e-component of y arbitrarily and remain a maximizer with respect to h. However, as uv is an edge, it is bounded and it is therefore not possible to increasing any component arbitrarily and remain on the set of maximizers uv. Thus, h < 0.

Furthermore, we define

γ = min { −h_e 4x^0_e | |e ∈ E, x^0_e > 0 } , and for t ≥ 0, we let c_e(t) = −h_e + 2γ(t − x^0_e),

which leads to the Beckmann potential Φ(x) = −⟨h, x⟩ + γ‖x − x^0‖^2 − γ‖x^0‖^2.

Clearly, the cost functions c_e are strictly positive, continuous and strictly increasing (recall that h_e < 0 for all e ∈ E). Moreover, x^0 is indeed the unique minimizer of Φ(x) on P^↑ since it is the unique minimizer of γ‖x − x^0‖^2 over R^E and x^0 is a maximizer of ⟨h, x⟩ over P^↑. This shows 1.

To show 2 we show that for a sufficiently small α > 0 the Beckmann potential Φ^{(α,f)}(x) has as unique minimizer the point y = x^0 + β_αw, where

β_α = α 2γ‖w‖^2 . We will choose α > 0 small enough such that y is still in the relative interior of the edge uv.

Notice that by definition of the Beckmann potential its gradient at a point x is given by the cost functions, hence, ∇Φ^{(α,f)}(x) = (c^{(α,f)}_e (x))_{e∈E} . Since Φ^{(α,f)}(x) (like Φ(x)) is a strictly convex function, it has a unique minimizer over P^↑.

Moreover, by the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions we have that y is a minimizer of Φ^{(α,f)}(x) over P^↑ if and only if −∇Φ^{(α,f)} is spanned by the cone C(y) ⊆ R^E of the normal vectors of the linear constraints of P^↑ that are tight at y. To be precise, for the above statement to hold, we consider an inequality description of P^↑ where, in particular, a linear equality constraint is represented by two opposing inequality constraints. Notice that C(x) is the same cone for any point x in the relative interior of the edge uv, since all points in the relative interior of uv have the same set of tight constraints of P^↑.

Furthermore, h is in the relative interior of C(y) because the supporting hyperplane ⟨h, x⟩ = b defines the edge uv. This implies that there exists an ϵ > 0 such that any vector h^′ ∈ R^E with ‖h − h^′‖_2 ≤ ϵ and h^′ ⊥ w satisfies h^′ ∈ C(y). We show that for a small enough α, the negative gradient −∇Φ^{(α,f)}(y) can be chosen as such an h^′.

We indeed have −∇Φ^{(α,f)}(y) ⊥ w since ⟨∇Φ^{(α,f)}(y), w⟩ = −⟨h, w⟩ + 2γβ_α‖w‖^2 − α = 0. (using h ⊥ w and definition of β_α)

Furthermore since ∇Φ^{(α,f)}(y) is continuous in α, and −∇Φ^{(0,f)}(y) = −∇Φ(x^0) = h, we have for a small enough α > 0 that ‖h − (−∇Φ^{(α,f)}(y))‖_2 ≤ ϵ, as desired.

We finally complete the proof of (II) ⇒ (I) by showing Proposition 3.9.

Proof. (of Proposition 3.9) Assume by the sake of contradiction that the proposition does not hold. Hence, there is an edge uv of P^↑, which is parallel to some vector w ∈ {−1, 0, 1}^E with at least 2 non-zero entries by Lemma 3.10, and such that w has either two 1-entries or two −1-entries. Without loss of generality we can assume that w has two 1-entries (for otherwise consider −w). Let f, g ∈ E be two such entries, i.e., w_f = w_g = 1. We now invoke Lemma 3.11 with respect to the edge uv and the element f ∈ E to obtain the following. There are cost functions (c_e)_{e∈E} such that the corresponding Beckmann potential Φ(x) has its unique minimum at the midpoint of the edge uv, denoted by x^0. Moreover, it suffices to reduce the cost function for element f to obtain new cost functions (c̄_e)_{e∈E} with a new corresponding potential (Φ^{(α,f)} in Lemma 3.11) whose unique minimum over P^↑ is equal to y = x^0 + βw for some β > 0. However, since w_g = 1, this implies that y_g > x^0_g, and hence

c̄_g(y_g) = c_g(y_g) > c_g(x^0_g),

where the second equality follows from the fact that c_g is strictly increasing by Lemma 3.11. Hence, this shows that we have the weak Braess paradox if the combined strategy spaces are described by P^↑.

However, because the unique minimizers of the two considered Beckmann potentials above over P^↑ are both part of P — since they lie on uv, which is an edge of P —they are also the unique minimizers of the same Beckmann potentials over the smaller set P . This implies that we have the weak Braess paradox over the strategy spaces (S_i)_{i∈N} , which is a contradiction.

4 The Strong Braess Paradox for Non-Matroid Set Systems.

We now investigate a combinatorial property of the set systems so that the strong Braess paradox does not occur. In contrast to the weak Braess paradox, the matroid property is not necessary for immunity against the strong Braess paradox. Milchtaich [35], for example, shows that if the strategy space of every player is symmetric and corresponds to the paths of a series-parallel s-t graph, then there will be no strong Braess paradox. Note that in this case the resulting set systems need not be bases of matroids.

In this section, we derive a characterization of the strong Braess paradox that does not take into account the global structure of the game. Specifically, we show that the matroid property is the maximal condition on the players’ strategy spaces that guarantees that the strong Braess paradox does not occur without taking into account how the strategy spaces of different players interweave (cf. Ackermann, Röglin and Vöcking [1, 2] who introduced the notion of interweaving of strategy spaces). To state this property mathematically precisely, we introduce the notion of embeddings. Let Ẽ = {e_1, . . . , e_p} be a set consisting of p = ∑ i∈N |E_i| elements, where, as before, E_i = ∪_{S∈Si} , i ∈ N. Formally, an embedding is a map τ := (τ_i)_{i∈N} , where every τ_i : E_i → Ẽ is an injective map from E_i to Ẽ. The embedding of S_i in Ẽ according to τ is then defined by identifying every S = {e_1, . . . , e_k} ∈ S_i with τ_i(S) := {τ_i(e_1), . . . , τ_i(e_k)} and τ(S_i) := {τ_i(S)|S ∈ S_i}. Given (S_i)_{i∈N} and τ, the new combined strategy space is then denoted by (τ_i(S_i))_{i∈N} .

Definition 4.1. A family of set systems (E, S_i)_{i∈N} with S_i ⊆ 2^E , i ∈ N is said to be universally immune to the strong Braess paradox if for all embeddings τ in Ẽ, the set systems (Ẽ, τ_i(S_i))_{i∈N} do not admit the strong Braess paradox (in the sense of Definition 2.7).

Since any embedding of the set of bases of a matroid into a ground set of resource is a set of bases of a matroid again, we obtain the following immediate consequence of Theorem 3.1.

Corollary 4.2. If for each i ∈ N the clutter (E, (S_i)^{min}) forms the base set of a matroid M_i = (E, I_i), then the family of set systems (E, S_i)_{i∈N} is universally immune to the strong Braess paradox.

Our second result now gives a complete characterization of set systems that are universally immune to the strong Braess paradox.

Theorem 4.3. Let |N| ≥ 2 and (E, S_i)_{i∈N} with S_i ⊆ 2^E \ {∅} for each i ∈ N. Then, the following three statements are equivalent.

(I) (E, (S_i)^{min}) forms the base set of a matroid M_i = (E, I_i) for each i ∈ N.

(II) (E, S_i)_{i∈N} is immune to the weak Braess paradox.

(III) (E, S_i)_{i∈N} is universally immune to the strong Braess paradox.

(I) ⇔ (II): See Theorem 3.1. (I) ⇒ (III): See Corollary 4.2.

We prove (III) ⇒ (I) by contradiction. Consider a family of non-empty set systems (E, S_i)_{i∈N} with n := |N| ≥ 2, and assume that at least one of the induced clutters (E, (S_i)^{min})_{i∈N} , say (E, (S_1)^{min}), is not the base set of a matroid. As above, let E_i := ⋃ S∈S_i S denote the set

of those resources that occur in at least one set in S_i. We will show that the family of set systems (E, S_i)_{i∈N} admits embeddings τ_i : E_i → Ẽ, i ∈ N, such that τ(S) = (τ_1(S_1), . . . , τ_n(S_n)) admits the strong Braess paradox.

Let us call, in general, a non-empty clutter (E, F) a non-matroid if the set system (E, {X ⊆ S : S ∈ F}) is not a matroid.

Our proof relies on a certain property of non-matroids stated in the following lemma. Its proof can also be derived from the proof of Lemma 5.1 in [26], or the proof of Lemma 16 in [2].

Lemma 4.4. If clutter (E, F) with F ≠ ∅ is a non-matroid, then there exist X, Y ∈ F and {a, b, c} ⊆ XΔY := (X \ Y ) ∪ (Y \ X) such that for each set Z ∈ F with Z ⊆ X ∪ Y , either a ∈ Z or {b, c} ⊆ Z. Proof. Recall the basis exchange property for matroids: a clutter (E, F) is the family of bases of some matroid if and only if for any X, Y ∈ F and e ∈ X \ Y there exists some f ∈ Y \ X such that X − e + f ∈ F. Thus, if the clutter (E, F) is a non-matroid, there must exist X, Y ∈ F and e ∈ X \ Y such that for all f ∈ Y \ X the set X − e + f does not belong to F. We choose such X, Y and e ∈ X \ Y with |Y \ X| minimal (among all Y^′ ∈ F with X − e + f^′ ∉ F for all y^′ ∈ Y^′ \ X). Note that |Y \ X| ≥ 1, since F is a clutter. We distinguish the two cases |Y \ X| = 1 and |Y \ X| > 1: In case |Y \ X| = 1, set {a} = Y \ X and choose any two distinct elements {b, c} ∈ X \ Y . Note that |X \ Y | ≥ 2 as otherwise, if X \ Y = {e}, then Y = X − e + a, in contradiction to our assumption. Now, for any set Z ⊆ (X ∪ Y ) − a with Z ∈ F, the clutter property implies Z = X, and therefore {b, c} ⊆ Z, as desired.

In the latter case |Y \ X| > 1, we choose any two distinct elements {b, c} ∈ Y \ X and set a = e. Consider any Z ∈ F with Z ⊆ (X ∪ Y ) − a and suppose, for the sake of contradiction, that {b, c} ⊈ Z. Since Z \ X ⊆ Y \ X, there cannot exist some g ∈ Z \ X with X − a + g ∈ F. However, |Z \ X| < |Y \ X| in contradiction to our choice of Y .

Using this property of non-matroids, we now define embeddings τ(S) = (τ_1(S_1), . . . , τ_n(S_n)) that admit the strong Braess paradox. The rough idea can be described as follows: we choose the embeddings, demands, and cost-functions in such a way that the first two populations are independent of the remaining populations, and such that the game of the first two populations is isomorphic to the routing game illustrated in Figure 3 which admits the strong Braess paradox.

s_1s_2

3

t

1x

s_1s_2

0

t

1x

Figure 3: There are two populations 1 and 2 that want to send 1/2 units of demand each from s_1 and s_2, respectively, to t. In the left network there is a unique Wardrop equilibrium, where each population uses their direct edge leading to a cost of 1 for every agent of population 1 and a cost of 1/2 for the agents of population 2. Decreasing the cost from 3 to 0 for the arc (s_1, s_2) induces now the unique Wardrop equilibrium, where agents of population 1 now choose the path (s_1, s_2, t). As a consequence, the private cost of the players in population 2 increase from^1_2 to 1. Also the social cost increases from^3_4 to 1.

Let us set the demands of all populations d_i with i ∈ N \ {1, 2} to zero. This way, the game is basically determined by the players in populations 1 and 2. We set the demands d_1 = d_2 =^1_2 .

Let us choose two sets X, Y in (S_1)^{min} and {a, b, c} ⊆ X ∪ Y as described in Lemma 4.4. Let e := τ_1(a), f := τ_1(b) and g := τ_1(c) with load-dependent costs c_f (t) = t, c_g(t) = 3 and c_e(t) = 1 for any t ∈ R_{≥0} . We set the costs of all resources in τ_1(E_1) \ (τ_1(X) ∪ τ_1(Y )) to some very large cost M (large enough so that no player of population 1 would ever use any of these resources). The cost on all resources in (τ_1(X) ∪ τ_1(Y )) \ {e, f, g} is set to zero. This way, each player of population 1 always chooses a strategy τ_1(Z) ⊆ τ_1(X) ∪ τ_1(Y ) which, by Lemma 4.4, either contains e, or it contains both f and g.

In order to guarantee that each player of population 2 always selects a strategy containing f, we select a set S ∈ (S_2)^{min} of minimal cardinality, and some arbitrary resource k ∈ S, and define the embedding τ_2 such that τ_2(k) = f and τ_1(E_1) ∩ τ_2(E_2) = {f}. We set the resource costs such that c_r(x) = 2 for all resources r ∈ τ_2(E_2) \ {f}.

Note that the game of population 1 and 2 can be represented by the routing game illustrated by the left network in Figure 3 if we interpret resource e as arc (s_1, t), resource f as arc (s_2, t), and resource g as arc (s_1, s_2). By the choice of our cost functions, each player of population 2 always selects the “direct connection”, i.e., a strategy containing f, but neither e nor g. As long as the cost on g := (s_1, s_2) is 3 (like in the left network), each player of population 1 selects the “direct connection”, i.e., a strategy containing e, but neither f nor g. However, if the cost on g is reduced from 3 down to zero (like in the right network in Figure 3), each player selects the seemingly cheaper strategy containing both, f and g, but not e (the “indirect connection”), resulting in a Wardrop equilibrium in which each player of population 2 pays twice as much as in the Wardrop equilibrium for the left network, i.e., before the costs have been reduced. Not only the private cost of the players of population 2, but also the total cost of the new Wardrop equilibrium increased after the cost on resource g has been decreased. Note that the entire construction only involved cost reductions.

Remark 4.5. We can also characterize the universally strong Braess paradox for the case where only demand reductions are considered. For this, we can use Lemma 4.4 to construct a game that is isomorphic to the instance presented in Fig. 2. Note that in this instance we need two “trivial” players having one resource each, thus, we need at least three populations.

Remark 4.6. Let us finally remark that the proof of (III) ⇔ (I) of Theorem 4.3 also works for characterizing set systems being universally immune to a “global” version of the Braess paradox, where instead of population specific costs, the total (social) cost is considered. Indeed, the counterexample derived in the proof of (III) ⇒ (I) shows that for any non-matroid set system, there exists an embedding admitting this global form of Braess paradox.

5 Conclusions

Our results give a characterization of the weak Braess paradox for arbitrary set systems: For any set system that is immune to the weak Braess paradox, the corresponding clutters must correspond to bases of some matroid. For the strong Braess paradox, we only derived a weaker characterization requiring the flexibility of arbitrary embeddings of set systems into the ground set of resources. Characterizing the strong Braess paradox without the use of embeddings remains an open question.

Our characterization can be transferred to (discrete) congestion games of Rosenthal [42] as follows: If we compare two special pure Nash equilibria (namely the global potential minima) of two congestion models (for which only cost functions or demands are decreased), then our characterizations still hold. For atomic splittable congestion games (cf. Bhaskar et al. [5], Correa et al. [14], Harks [24] and Schoppmann and Roughgarden [47]) it seems unclear whether or not similar results hold true.

Acknowledgments.

We thank Christian Fersch and Andreas S. Schulz for helpful comments of an earlier draft of the manuscript. We thank two anonymous reviewers for their very valuable feedback. In particular, we are grateful to one reviewer who pointed out the special role of clutters in our characterization. The work of the first author is supported by JSPS Grant-in-Aid for Scientific Research (B) 25280004.

References

[1] H. Ackermann, H. Röglin, and B. Vöcking. On the impact of combinatorial structure on congestion games. J. ACM, 55(6):1–22, 2008.

[2] H. Ackermann, H. Röglin, and B. Vöcking. Pure Nash equilibria in player-specific and weighted congestion games. Theoret. Comput. Sci., 410(17):1552–1563, 2009.

[3] M. L. Balinski. On the graph structure of convex polyhedra in n-space. Pacific Journal of Mathematics, 11(2):431–434, 1961.

[4] M. Beckmann, C. McGuire, and C. Winsten. Studies in the Economics of Transportation.

Yale University Press, New Haven, CT, USA, 1956.

[5] U. Bhaskar, L. Fleischer, D. Hoy, and C. Huang. On the uniqueness of equilibrium in atomic splittable routing games. Math. Oper. Res., 40(3):634–654, 2015.

[6] D. Braess. Literature on Braess paradox. http://homepage.ruhr-uni-bochum.de/

Dietrich.Braess/. Accessed: 2014-29-10.

[7] D. Braess. Über ein Paradoxon aus der Verkehrsplanung. Unternehmensforschung, 12:258–268, 1968. (German).

[8] D. Braess, A. Nagurney, and T. Wakolbinger. On a paradox of traffic planning. Transportation Sci., 39(4):446–450, 2005.

[9] S. Catoni and S. Pallotino. Traffic equilibrium paradoxes. Transportation Sci., 25:240– 244, 1991.

[10] P. Cenciarelli, D. Gorla, and I. Salvo. Graph theoretic investigations on inefficiencies in network models. arXiv, abs/arXiv:1603.01983, 2016.

[11] X. Chen, Z. Diao, and X. Hu. Excluding Braess’s paradox in nonatomic selfish routing. In M. Hoefer, editor, Proc. 8th Internat. Sympos. Algorithmic Game Theory, volume 9347 of LNCS, pages 219–230, 2015.

[12] J. Cohen and F. Kelly. A paradox of congestion in a queuing network. J. Appl. Prob., 27:730 – 734, 1990.

[13] J. Cohen and F. Kelly. Paradoxial behaviour of mechanical and electrical networks.

Nature, 352:699 – 701, 1990.

[14] R. Cominetti, J. R. Correa, and N. E. Stier-Moses. The impact of oligopolistic competition in networks. Oper. Res., 57(6):1421–1437, 2009.

[15] J. R. Correa, A. S. Schulz, and N. E. Stier-Moses. Selfish routing in capacitated networks.

Math. Oper. Res., 29(4):961–976, 2004.

[16] J. R. Correa and N. E. Stier-Moses. Wardrop Equilibria. Wiley Encyclopedia of Operations Research and Management Science, 2011.

[17] S. Dafermos and A. Nagurney. On some traffic equilibrium theory paradoxes. Transportation Research Part B: Methodological, 18(2):101 – 110, 1984.

[18] J. Edmonds. Submodular functions, matroids, and certain polyhedra. In R. Guy, editor, Combinatorial structures and their applications, pages 69–87. Gordon and Breach, New York, 1971.

[19] A. Epstein, M. Feldman, and Y. Mansour. Efficient graph topologies in network routing games. Games Econom. Behav., 66:115–125, 2009.

[20] D. Fotakis, A. C. Kaporis, T. Lianeas, and P. G. Spirakis. Resolving Braess’s paradox in random networks. In Y. Chen and N. Immorlica, editors, Proc. 9th Internat. Conference on Web and Internet Econom., pages 188–201, 2013.

[21] M. Frank. The Braess paradox. Mathematical Programming, 20(1):283–302, 1981.

[22] S. Fujishige. Submodular Functions and Optimization. Elsevier, 2005. [23] J. N. Hagstrom and R. A. Abrams. Characterizing Braess’s paradox for traffic networks.

In Proc. of IEEE 2001 Conference on Intelligent Transportation Systems, pages 837 – 842, 2001.

[24] T. Harks. Stackelberg strategies and collusion in network games with splittable flow.

Theory Comput. Syst., 48:781–802, 2011.

[25] T. Harks, M. Klimm, and B. Peis. Resource competition on integral polymatroids. arXiv preprint arXiv:1407.7650, 2014.

[26] T. Harks and B. Peis. Resource buying games. Algorithmica, 70(3):493–512, 2014. [27] R. Holzman and N. Law-Yone. Strong equilibrium in congestion games. Games Econom.

Behav., 21(1-2):85–101, 1997.

[28] R. Holzman and N. Law-Yone. Network structure and strong equilibrium in route selection games. Mathematical Social Sciences, 46(2):193–205, 2003.

[29] H. Kameda. How harmful the paradox can be in the Braess/Cohen-Kelly-Jeffries networks. In INFOCOM, pages 437 – 445, 2002.

[30] H. Kameda, E. Altman, T. Kozawa, and Y. Hosokawa. Braess-like paradoxes in distributed computer systems. IEEE Trans. Automat. Contr., 45(9):1687–1691, 2000.

[31] Y. A. Korilis, A. A. Lazar, and A. Orda. Avoiding the Braess paradox in noncooperative networks. J. Appl. Probab., 36(1):211–222, 1999.

[32] H. C. Lin, T. Roughgarden, É. Tardos, and A. Walkover. Stronger bounds on Braess’s paradox and the maximum latency of selfish routing. SIAM J. Discrete Math., 25(4):1667–1686, 2011.

[33] I. Milchtaich. Congestion models of competition. The American Naturalist, 147(5):760– 783, 1996.

[34] I. Milchtaich. Topological conditions for uniqueness of equilibrium in networks. Math.

Oper. Res., 30(1):225–244, 2005.

[35] I. Milchtaich. Network topology and the efficiency of equilibrium. Games Econom.

Behav., 57(2):321–346, 2006.

[36] K. Murota. Discrete convex analysis. SIAM, 2003.

[37] J. G. Oxley. Matroid theory, volume 1997. Oxford University Press, 1992. [38] E. I. Pas and S. L. Principio. Braess’ paradox: Some new insights. Transportation Research Part B: Methodological, 31(3):265 – 276, 1997.

[39] C. Pöppe. Paradoxes Verhalten physikalischer und ökonomischer Systeme. Spektrum der Wissenschaft, Nov.:23 – 26, 1992.

[40] L. Qiu, Y. Yang, Y. Zhang, and S. Shenker. On selfish routing in Internet-like environments. IEEE/ACM Trans. Networking, 14(4):725–738, 2006.

[41] O. Richman and N. Shimkin. Topological uniqueness of the Nash equilibrium for selfish routing with atomic users. Math. Oper. Res., 32(1):215–232, 2007.

[42] R. Rosenthal. A class of games possessing pure-strategy Nash equilibria. Internat. J.

Game Theory, 2(1):65–67, 1973.

[43] R. Rosenthal. The network equilibrium problem in integers. Networks, 3:53–59, 1973. [44] T. Roughgarden. The price of anarchy is independent of the network topology. J. Comput.

System Sci., 67:341–364, 2002.

[45] T. Roughgarden. Selfish Routing. PhD thesis, Cornell University, 2002. [46] T. Roughgarden. On the severity of Braess’s paradox: Designing networks for selfish users is hard. J. Comput. System Sci., 72(5):922–953, 2006.

[47] T. Roughgarden and F. Schoppmann. Local smoothness and the price of anarchy in splittable congestion games. J. Econom. Theory, 156:317 – 342, 2015.

[48] T. Roughgarden and É. Tardos. How bad is selfish routing? J. ACM, 49(2):236–259, 2002.

[49] P. Samuelson. Tragedy of the open road: Avoiding paradox by use of regulated public utilities that charge corrected Knightian tolls. Journal of International and Comparative Economics: JOICE, 1(1):3 – 12, 1992.

[50] A. Schrijver. Combinatorial Optimization: Polyhedra and Efficiency. Springer, Berlin, Germany, 2003.

[51] M. Smith. In a road network, increasing delay locally can reduce delay globally. Transportation Research, 12(6):419 – 422, 1978.

[52] R. Steinberg and W. Zangwill. The prevalence of Braess’s paradox. Transportation Sci., 17(3):301 – 318, 1983.

[53] R. R. Thomas. Applications to integer programming. In D. A. Cox and B. Sturmfels, editors, Proceedings of Symposia in Applied Mathematics, volume 53, pages 119–141, 1998.

[54] G. Valiant and T. Roughgarden. Braess’s paradox in large random graphs. Random Structures Algorithms, 37(4):495–515, 2010.

[55] J. Wardrop. Some theoretical aspects of road traffic research. Proc. Inst. Civil Engineers, 1(Part II):325–378, 1952.

[56] D. J. A. Welsh. Matroid theory. Courier Corporation, 2010.